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_ ABSTRACT " i a 


A total of 224 college students participated in a 
stuiy of the relationships between dogmatism and authoritarianisa ani 
the characteristics of written discourse. Early in the semester each 
class completed.a public opinion poll which includ2i a combination of 
the Rokeach DogmatismeScale and the Californja F Scale. Ina 
se2mingly unrelated task assigned later in the “sem2ster, stui2nts 
were asked to write a two-page message to a hdstile audience on 3 
topic about which they felt strongly. Three thematic, two logical, 
ani three stylistic’ content analyses ware carried out on the 
compositions. Analyses of results for the 148 students for whom 
complate datg-were available indicated that dogmatism and 
authoritarianism were related but discriminable entities. 
Authoritarianism was not reflected in the various measures of aspects 
of written -discourse, while dogmatism, although highly correlatei 
with authoritarianism, was related to communicative behavior. Wh2n 
persuading others, the low scorers sought more factual judgments, 
maie more assertions, and asked more qiestions than 1id the high ? 
scorers. In agiition, high and, low scorers tended to use more 
qualifiers than did moderate scorers. (AA) 
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. ae a 7 
Since World War II many psychologists have sought expla- 
nations for the phenomenon of "authoritarianism." -- a per- 
’ . r « 1 , 
sonality type dominated by leader-follower images. In ‘the 


three decades ene Erich Fromm first wrote about authoritari- 


anism there has been a plethora of research. Psychological 
Abstracts lists not less than 174 published works employitig-. 
authoritarianism or its offspring, dogmatism, in the last ten | : 
years alone. No less than 28 ofthese studies: have investi-. 
gated thé roles played by these ecnebructs an human communi 
cation. But to date no one has detailed what, if any, rhe-' 
torical - communicative behaviors characterize high, medium 
and low Authoritarian and/or Dogmatic persuaders. That is. the 


“~ a 


goal of this paper. 


a Dogmatism_ and Authoritarianisnm 


The: terms "dogmatism" and "authoritarianism" are often 
‘used interchangeably. This is an unfortunate, but understand- 
able, state oF affairs. The concept of authoritarianism was 
initially developed by Erich Fromm in his’ Escape From Freedom 
(1941), Abraham Maslow in "The Authoritarian Character Struc- 
ture," (1943), ‘and Eric Hoffer in The True Bait eves (i951) ,2 


ad ‘ 
‘all of which were non-quantitative. 
3 
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In 1950 T. W. Adorno and his colleagues at the University 


\ 


of California (Berkeley) published their now classic volume | 


The Authoritarian Personality in which they .presented the Cali-, 


. fornia F.Scale. The F-Scale has generally been regarded as the 


quantitative measure of authoritarianism. «dug in reality ,/the 


’ 


Adorno - “study bore no relation od the previous work on authori- 
tarianism. The Berkeley graup was ‘studying anti- Semitisn ale 


a pfédisposition.” to. accept anti- democratic or Fascist propa~’ 
i 


3 
anda, hence the F (for Paselant Scale. Had they titled their 


ook The Fascist Personality, the confusion could have been 
voided. — | 4 : “ . Ss 5 


The most pone PeSPONse received by the. Adorno study 


} a 


‘ “was: Christie “and Janoda' s, edited volume of Studies in the Scope 


and Method of "The Authoritarian Personality," (1954), which 


presented four general triticisms.. First, Edward Shils argued 


+ ° - if se ; : 
that the F Scale was curvilinear -- that low K scorers were as 
> € : 


“authoritarian (in the original sense) as high scorers. This 


. has now been generally accepted by psychologists. .Second, if 


was Shee that the F Scale’ was biased toward conservative 
sce alien tienen (but remember that this is precisely what 


Adorno,. et al, wanted to-iméasure). Third, Richard Chrigtie << 


suggested. that the Scale lacked. construet validity, since they 
defined "Authoritarianism™ as a high Score on the F Scale. 


a 
Finall y,' Hyman and Sheatsley argued that the blend of psycho= 
) . . . 
analytic and Gocial psychological techniques combine to render 


the study mePhodgheet olay weak. ‘While accepting the theory,’ ‘ 


they fitd it inadequately supported. 
@ 
In an attempt to correct for the F Seale's Weaknesses, 


. 4 
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‘ /Miiton Rokeach developed the Dogmatism Scale to measure "topic- 


fo ‘ ; : 
free authoritarianism." Thus; Dogmatism is in the tradition 


a 


of classical authoritarianism, while Authoritarianism is a 


7) mee . : a 

-measure of conservative or fascist authoritarianism. ~ Studies 

: : ; % 

“have usually found. high correlations between the F and D Scales . 
é - 7 es 


(in the order{of ~.70).° ed should not be SUrpresines since 


they are a (ca to measure similar concepts. 


Differences between the F and D Scales Have emerged in 


subsequent studies. It has been: generally eeieiaded that the - 


| Ass 
D Scale -measures general authoritarianism,” and that the two 
scales are - factorially discriminable* 2% Degpite other scales 


“suggested By Haiman? and Ray?” the Dogmatism Scale is con- 


Sidered the best measure 2 of general authoritarianisp. }1 oat 


“The Dogmatism Seale has led to #., profitable lines of 
research. As devote lopists Vacchiano, Strauss, as Hochman : 


appraised it ‘in their 1968 review of PoeteEesi lit erature: 

\ All in all, if one can dvaluate ‘concepts 

\y by the amount and nature of research ‘they 
stimulate, dogmatism, in a short period 
of time, has proven a pétent formulation. 
It has provided 4d common denominator for 

1 such diverse areas as classroom teaching 
and personality development, interpersonal 
behavior and the employment of defense 
mechanisms. 


< 


But what do we know about the cena. between authorita- 


{ 
rianism and human communication? 
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Dogmatism and Authoritartanism eo 


in Communication ~~ 


Since 1961 there have been 28 quantitative studies of 


at ? ee: 
' communication employing either Dogmatism or Authoritarianism 


as vardabiee;"° 


Only four have explored their inPlacnce on 
message formulation, while 24-have examined the effects of 
se and FP on message reception. Understandably, the D Scale has 
received more widespread usege than the F Scale. 

tibikely’ ne it may ma the California a cale has been ° 
used in qnly one study of message formulation. In his analysis 
of‘the effect of editor authoritarianism upon news display, 
Madden encountered several methodological difficulties (among 
them the curvilinearity of the F. Scale, the partition of the 
editors into high and — oat al and subject awareness of the re 


study) which appear to have distarted his results. 14 Thus , 


“our knowledge in this area is less than extensive. 5 


In a study closely related to this one, Franklyn S. Haiman 
and Donald F. Duns distovered that Dogmatism noticeably affected 
communicative behavior. 1 In four separate experiments they* 


found that:, 


speech instructors could predict * 
relative D scores on\the basis of 
a 3 minute speech; 


| ool 


ey judges familiar with the concept of 5 
Dogmatism could predict relative : 
Dogmatism from. written messages more. 
o» reliably than .the untrained epeere 
instructors; . 
Ss two studies revealed that students 
were considerably better.able to ‘ 
re predict Hainfan D’ scores, based on 
verbal. interaction in class than : 
were instructors. 


3 , . 6 
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‘The Haiman and Duns results ‘are Significant to the extent 
' that they suggest that. some quantifiable difference siete! 


between the communicative’ behavior of high and low D asovers, 
But they offer: heither a systematic identification of those. 
differences, nor any basis upon which +6 predict Dogmatis 

_ scores. Essentially, they tell us that a statistically siig- 
«nific t number of subjects guessed correctly. |: 

| Only one study providd® systematic characteristics for 
differentiating high and low D scorers.. In his study og | vi- 
‘dence selection, John Kline discovered that high: and low scorers 
both use more "undocumented" cane “evidence, but 


that high scorers used significant 1ore documented evidence’ a 


than did low scorers; and low scurene’ used significantly more - 7 

Sndocume ned evidence than did high scorers, 16 In other words, 
if we were to hear two speeches, the speaker using the most 
documented evidence would be presumed more Dogmatic than his ) 
counterpart. Although interesting, this hava, -sacne sufficient 
basis for predicting D scores. 

N In short, Haiman and Duns have suggested that authori- % 
tarianism affects commuricative behavior. If they are correct 
in their analysis,, we sonia Be able to get some clue to an 
individual's degree of open- or eloged-nindednesd. anroi his 
rnetorical+communicative behavior. This should prove worth- 
while for* those psychologiste, political scientists, historians 

; and rhetorical critics who are’ interested in prominent indivi- 

duals ere unable)'to complete: the F, De or any other | 

paper ahd pencil test. I sugges that there are many people 


who would be. at least mildly intérested in knowing the rela- 


7 Be 0 
; _ * 


ee 

tive F.and.D scores of people like Richard Nixon, Harry Tru- 
many Adolf Hitler, George flallace, George McGovern, Paul Har- 
vey, Howard Cosell and Jesus. But we have no way of deter- 


mining such scores at the present time. a a = 
. pe ; : is ae 
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Method— 
) , ee - f 

A total of 224 students in the intRoduetory communication 
course at Purdue University were asked to perform bio: eae 
During’ the first month ‘of the Fall, 1975 semester, each class 
was “visited by an "outsider" who asked chen to complete a pub- 
lic opinion péll.. The "poll" was in a i a a of 
the eas Dogmatism Scale and the California -F ‘Scale, The 
questionnaires were Jnupea and recorded fer future’ use. 17 

Later oe ee each instructor assignéd a persua- 
sive composition. ‘Each student was to write a two-page message 
to the most hostilé audience imaginable, about the topic which 
he felt more strongly than any other. The students We etven: 
no indication that the compositions and poll were related tn’ 
any way. The compositions were eollected by the instructors 
pi ¢ the usudl’manner , and were submitted to a number of content 
analytic procedures to determine the extent to which aheutia a 


4 
and Authoritarianism were reflected in discourse. 


Three thematic, two logical and three stylistic content 


analyses were conducted to answer the following: questions: 


i * 
1. What rhetorical behaviors, if any, charactertze 


high, medium and low scorers “tn the Dogmatic/ | 
Authoritarian Scales? . ee ’ 


2. Are any such airrer: 
the writer's scor 
. Dogmatic/Authorita r 


nees sufficient to predict ‘* 
a5 high, medium or low 
an? ar tos 


3. Are any such difflere 
- the writer's actual 
. AURNERS ver ante Scp 


nees sufficient to sieaiae 
score on the Dogmatism/ 


le? 
Yay 
Thematic. Analysis “a 6 ¢ 


- 


» 


of "topie" and "stance" (pos ition Sh the topic). The topic was’ 


classified as one of eigh 18 


a, 


deenonten 


1. Personal - matte s pertaining to an individual 


Each composition y assified according to tha variables . 
“which need not : 


n aie: society. 


2. Social -.matte peyx “ ining to the ssa of i “ 
- society at lar, personal ‘issues \ 
approached Eno ty : perspective of norms. 


35 Political - matters’ ertaining to |the governing 
» of society, or |the pursuit of. power. \ 


4, Economfc - matters ertaining to’ the distribution 
of PEBEURCES) Wy a society. 


or Gacpanbional - matters pertaining|to the use of 
leisure time. | | : / 


F t . 0 
* 6. Religious - ruta pertaining to|spiritual 
; affairs or one's faith in a supreme: being. 


7. Educational - matters ‘pertaining td.the : 
en. . institutionalized learning’ process. ; 
8. Seientific - matter pertaining to: research and 
; technology. ; * “q 
Y : | 


* , | : : 3 
"Second, each essay was Classified according to the-stance. 


8 pe 


taken by the author. The four categories were: 


( | ss: 


1. Defend - defend or protect the 
Status quo. 


: CaP Mod fy - accept the status quo : ~ 
generally, but seék a aie malas 
change within it. x / 


Qg 


, . : 7 ; E ‘ | -8+ : 
ae ‘ 
/ bd ° i ; > 2 rh 
~ 3. Destroy - indict the status quo as 
. cause of significant: problems, and 
argue for its repeal/or revocation. 
4, Propose - advocate a/new course of ( 
Pek Nie action not embodied in the status 
EP a nets quo. This may,/in some cases, in- 


es . clude destruction of the status quo. 


~ 
i P 


“ Ldgtoal Analysés . ‘ 


Neither of, the two -logical analyses was originally -" 
tended as a method for the analysis of vhebeplenl logic. } But 
Stephen Toulmin's aveteicur describing idbteat patterns in 
terms of sufficiency rather fhan form has been frequently re 
* adapted by rhetorical critics,!? and Carroll Arnold's judg- 


mental categories take on different éharacteristics in this 


4 ‘ 
design. Let us examine each of them in turn® 


¢ 


The Toulminian approaches suggested by Hart and Arno&d 
proved too restrictive for this study. When Hart suggests, , 


for example, that: 


..»ewnen a critic looks’ for a major claim 
in a speaking situation, he must search 
‘for the dominant “impression, residing in y 
the majority of: the listeners --,the im- : 
pression that is the prodyet of the verb- 
al statements made by the ‘Speaker. 20 


he ce eee referring £0 an oral situation, whérein the 
auditors are unable t¢ backtrack through the speaker's logical 
provesses. But the present study analyzed written messages 
which not only siqwed: but actually invited re-reading and 
double SESE Phus, we must look pevond the general Bees 
dues impression left by the speech. 

Of primary importance, then, is the manner in which phrases 
or statements function rhetorically within the discourse. Does 

‘ 10 


ft 


: 
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. the phrase or statement function as: 


1. Claim -."the-conélusion whose merits _ 
“we are geeking to establish," | 


2. Data - "the facts ye appeal’ to as a 
© foundation for ‘he claim," 


3. /Warrant - "rules, principles, infer- a 
ences...which can act as bridges, 

and authorize the sort of step to 

which our-particular argument- com= 

mits us." 


4. Qielifier - "indicating the strength 
oe a conferred by the warrant on this 
é i Sten" 


5. Rebuttal - "indicating circumstances 
in which the general authority of 
the warrant would have to be set 
aside," or j 

; , 
- 6. Backing - "standing behind our warrants... 
a will normally be other assurances, with- 
out which the warrants themselves would 31 *&, 
be possess neither authority nor currency." 
pee ine » 


Since we are interested only dn the writer's thought pro- 
cesses, we must analyze thé message as though he were writing | 
to himself. If we can assume that few people will inten- ° 
tionally present: an illogical argument, we-.should also be able 
to assume that each writer finds his message logically consis- 


tent. 


a 


The Toulminian description of the Misc hiee oar eeies us 
to quantify each itupie logical patterns. Specifically, it 
permits dipset-etatietibal comparison of the writers' number 
of data per claim, warrants per claim, qualifiers per claim, 
pep ubbare per qualifier, and batking per warrant. 


The second logical analysis was Arnold's "Classes. of 


Judgments." Although Arnold intended them to describe a 


speaker's response-.to’a rhetorical situation, they have a 


11 | ‘ 


A ~ -10+ 


yeaa use in this situation.. Since all writers are in 
he 


t me rhetorical situation, we can compare the types and 


frequencies of judgments whrtch each type of rhetor deems ap- 


ear for that situation. 


_ Each statement was classified according to Arnold's four 


a aNrEceles of judgments: 
, 1. Factual. - "judgments deteptine or 
. rejecting the alleged existence 
form, capacities, etc. of some- 


7 Pe a So 
- 24% optative - "evaluative judgments 


- endorsing or rejecting somethifte 
on the basis of general pereene? 
or social preferences ;" 


Adjudicative - "judgments on the 
conformity that exists or is 


lacking between things or events 


and formally agreed upon codes 
or standards; 


lo 


5 4, Predictive of Desirability - "eval- 
, uative judgments endorsing things 


on the basis of their desirability, 


feasability, pote Bey and so forth 
for the future. , 


(hereafter referred to as,"predictive") 
Stylistic eee | : 
| ‘The thies stylistic analyses involved each subject's 
ieee sentence length, his proportion of monolithic térms," 
and his manner of Sjoreseton wef leotthe his evidentiary choices. 
One-of the *more recurrent themes througiut the literature 
on authoritarianism is the high scorers' need to simplify in- 
coming stimuli. 23 If suoh snabviauel do, indeed, prefer 
shinee stimuli, it seems likely that they will also tend be 
express themselves in relatively simple sentences.” 


' . ¥ 
"Monolithic terms" are words pr phrases.which convey an 


12 


_ 


ne, 
; \ : eo 


- shies 
a 


image of individuals thinking or behaving in a concerted man- 


ner. Since*high scorers (on either scale) are characterized 


ae by a sharply defined belief-disbelief system, we ‘may expect 


f ; 
them to view ego-involving, problems as struggles between "us" - 


‘and "them." The numer of monolithic terms was divided by: the 


te 


number of words to determine the frequency with which,.each 
subject employed them. | <= 


Ny : ‘ 
Finally, each statement was categorized according to the 


— 
* 


” 


writer's source of implied’ credibility, sie time a communi — 


cator makes a statement, his audience is enbieied to ask' for 


; verification. In an earlier paper I suggested a eae of 


‘Statements based Bp oe possible answers to that guedtion: 24 


1. Non-attributed Assertion - Secaapatees 
_is inherent (A is an A). 


prea 5 te 2. Speaker Verified - the speaker invests 
: iis credibility in the proposition 
(I beligve that_A is an A). 


= Sic, sacar wuitean - credibility is derived ; 
“7 # ‘. from perceived group pressures (Every-' 
~ one/all -intelligent St ‘know that’ 
Ais an A). 7 
4, Specific Ctheits - suena ts derived 
_ from a credible other. (The Constitu-— 
es aca 2 Graham (Says that A is-an A). | aN 


Bs Documented Others ~ credibility is derived 
from the interaction of a credible othey 
and the audtence' perceived ability to 
verify: the reference. (The Constitution 

says that A is an AX, where. x = footnote). 


To “whigh*we may add.a sixth type of ‘stalement 


rigs un 


cul dé Question - credibility is derived from a 

“shift in the burden of proof (or dis- 
.proof) from the source to the audience. 
(If A is not an A, then what is it?): 


The high scorer's ‘feeling for and about authority should. 


13° 


and 


-12-— - P ie 


be reflected in hi's ingirect invocation of authority .°? 


- Procedure . 


‘The analyses a 148. usable sets of data, 26 each of 
which was recorded ‘on computer cards. The computer ordered, 
ene supjecte yinte high, medium and low thirds according to , 
aon scale, and "sncduheea five statistical analyses. 
| A Pearson correlation was conducted to determine the ; 
extent to which F and D eee ee ee im this sample. Second, 
x°'s were used to ‘analyze differences iff topic and stance se- 
lection by “high, metilum-and low ‘groups. Third, a series of 
one-way analyses, of variance were computed. to ascertain the 
significance of. differences for the logical any stylistic ae 
variables. Discriminant analyses were. cbndueted to determine 


the extent to whith the commynicative variables could predict 


caw os 


the subject's .group score. Finally, a series of step-wise re- 


gressions were employed to determine the extent to ‘which a.sub- 
ject's precise D°or F score can be predicted from his written 


discourse. In all cases significance was’ set at the .05 level. 

a : ~ ° ‘5. ° 
Results | z 
pee, | ‘ A s ? 


Previous research suggests that the California aa 
(and hence the Authoritarian Personality) ‘tends to axpanat a 


curvilinear’ relationship to a goriety of behavior patterns + : 


bY 


Since the D Scale-was designed +6 dorrect for the edeidepelis 


s 


tical bias of the F Seale (in Bs, £6 measure "topie- free" au- 


thoMtarianism) we pay expect to find.a more consistently ,11~" 
Ee 14 . 


tes is i “ 2 « 
: { 7. : at ’ = , 


1) 


—‘eeap 
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near relationship between the Dogmatic Personality and a com- 
parable variety of bengy Ap? patterns. With some eiwidious sy 

“ cited exceptions the literature fulfills oes expectation. 
But what of communicative, behavior? . 8 

The customarily significant correlation between:D -and F 
goccnes Suggest that we should find some similarities in commu- 

nicative behavior related to the personality type of he source. 
Conversely, because even a highly significant cor lation 


"leaves uch unexplained, and because two studies have ound 


A 


P ¢ 
F and D to be factorially jteeriminabie: we may also —— 


_ to observe a number of differences among the distripution of 

‘ communicative traits according to\D and F scores. In light of 
the. previous research we may exueet some traits to be curvi- 
linearly related to Authoritarjanism and we may expect to find 
some traits linearly related eae = 


1.  Dogmatism and Authoritarianism 


For this particular group, the correlation between D a 


F was .7122, which is Significant at the .001 levelp ° 8 never 
_ theless, we must paeliie that 4928 /of the relationship r Hats 
unexplained. our concern is primarily with this elusive/ second 
half of the relationship -- that which Kerlinger and Rglteach 
and Warr, Lee and Joreskog. found to be factorially- ajserimi- 


nable. \ / / 


II Characteristics of Dogmatism IV / . 


{ 


The data suggest four significant, differences between . 
ae three levels of ‘Dogmatism. Contrary to the/ear her study 
by Haiman and Duns, were was no significant Hatfonsnip be= 
tween Dogmatism score and topic (x? Bis Se with 14 df, signi- 


ree 45 —~ / / 


. U a ; | 1 | : ‘\ ; ON 
a\ ml he | gt — 
7 Ps J aa = . 
ficance = .24) or between Dogmatism and ‘gtance (x2 = 4,063 


with 6dr, significant = 5 .67). . a 


' Seventy- two hereent™ of the subjects wrote about either 
| 


"personal" (Hug), or rspotay* (28. NB), topids. Wi hin| these 
Ps ies , f 
& ~ two: groups the distribution’ laccording to D cores|was almost 


. random (oeveounl ae iF 3% 30. 6% and 33. any oc ah 
and.35%). a i 
| a 
But’ when: the two most populaw categories’ an ‘deieréa a 
results. ‘become more interesting. Of those stone ‘peop}e wh’ - 
were neneuviied aneut politics, 15a. were high Dogmatic, While. 
“none were low scorers. Although only nine peo dswere in- 
4 _ volved, it is nevertheless interesting that no high soorers 
F oe wrote about "religious," "educational, ".or' "setentific™ topics. 
; ‘Perhaps most surprising is the ieee that peligtoug topics were 
* ‘the exclusive property of medium ane low eng Bud we must 
again: note that these differences are apparent in: less than 
"10% of the total sample. ° On the. whole, D scores were not re- 
lated to' the subjects’ choice, of topic (Table #1), 
‘“ The stances adcpted by the three eroups of subjects were, 
) Si anything, less interesting than their choice of topics.’ 
" As shown in Table #2, almost halt the subjects (47, 5%) aiiece : 
cated new proposals, and there was vingually no difference ro 
_ between groups (31.2%, 32. 84, " 
the status quo the (ehedah goon ve were medium (40.9%) and. high 
Dogmatic (36.4%). Not only were the medium Dogmatics. most 
 Hidicetig to defend the status quo, they were also the least, 


* z ; 
likely to destroy it (28.6%) compared to the high (38.1%) and 


low (33.3%) groups. When it came to modification of the status 


16 


8%). ., Among those who ‘defended. 


t 


/ . _t5- : 


quo the low Dogmatics accounted for 45.2% of the suggestions 


' compared to the moderate (32.3%) and high (22.6%) groups. 


— 


(See Table #2). 


En: ‘short, the data. for stance suemeat that: 
i Eeecie will most often present some 
pare ' kind of proposal, regardless of 
their D score. 


2. In other cases, it is. likely that::. —"~ 
. i ‘ 
ta. Medium D will defend, 
ake b.. Low D will modify what they 
’ have, and 
C.. High DB wiih criticize o® 
destroy. ois 


The latter suggestion& are consistent both with the ag a 


j of the California F Scale and with our “high correlation between 


D and F scores. It suggests that Dogmatism may be as curvi- 


linear as Authoritarianism. aoe of course, this is based on 
_ the behavior of only one part of the i and may be offered: 
‘only as conjecture. 4 
While the thematic analyses offer some interesting data, 
they do not approach statistical significance. However, four - 
setenttteant differences did emerge from the series on one-way 
analyses of variance conducted for the logical and stylistic 


variables (Table #3). of 


Two logical variables - the number of quatthiers per 


* claim (QC), and the frequency of factual se as - varied 


with respect to Dogmatism. Intuitively, one > might expect an. 
inverse relationship between Dogmatism scores and the number 
6f qualifiers per claim. Although the low Dogmatic subjects 
did have the highest QC ratio (.5265), they were followed by 


the high D group (.4152) and then the medium scorers (.3169). 


iy ; 


; -16- , | | 
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The diPterence was significant beyond the .Q le el (FP =m 3.771 

with_1}0 df, ¥ probability= .025). A Student-Newman-Keuls 

test cdofirmed the fact that. both the high and hew subjeéts 

used significantly yore qualifiers per claim than did moderate, 

Dogmatics. | \ oA 


, . it fe 
Although this is compatible with the suggestion that the’ 


‘Dogflatism Scale is a curvilinear instrument of some behavio 


patterns, Lie is difficult - explain i to Rokea¢h's 


description of the Closed naa ghe most, reasonable intetpre- 


tation seems to be- that dow scorers use a large ratio of qua- 


rad 


niacniaais to claims because they, perceive fine shades of differ- 


> 
s 


ences, while high ‘scoters use~qualifiers to defend against , 


potential siioesanaae. Medium ke haa however;' are neither. 


as open nor as deeenel xe as as a da groups. 
_ The second logical difference was that low D-.subjects.. 


soitght sigiificantly more Satust judgments (18755) t an did .- 


either” thé medium (13,350) sheets. or high (14.91) scarers 


(PF = 5, 4O with 140 df, F probability = +006). The simplest 
explanation. tO8 this oceurrence would be that low DORMBGECS 
offer tffe most fact's to support, their arguments. Cf this were 
the case, then-tow D would also have a, significantly higher 
ratio of data per claisi. . Although low Dogmatics dtd indeed 


use imore.data per claim than their car uaa it/ does not - 


approach statistical/ significance | robability =/, 438). This 


suggests that low she seek factual idements ag both Claims 


_ and Data (resulting in a great number of ‘fqogual judgments, 


“while reducing the DC ratio), whereas high D! group their 


factual ene in DC configuration. / : 
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' ae e.< ; 
AG stylistic variables - assertions and questions - . 
) varied with fencent to Dogmatism. In both cases the “low 
PRUE ena employed the variables with Y hens tedners greater fre-° 


quency ‘ial ae the high scorers. 
The Beceaens of statements was the only single analytical 
tool to elicit two sets of significant differences among the i 
. high, medium and low groups. eR OEE there was ‘a linear re- 
Lationsiip Gatneen D scores and both eseartiens (F = 306 34. with 
140 df, F probability = .028) and questions (F = 3.231 with: | 
140 df, F probability = .042), none.gf the other categories 
approached significance (see Table #4). : 
Taken ROAR EEIICES s these data suggest an Re eae 


interpretation. The low Dogmatic subjects" use oS assertions 


suggests. a réliance upon the inherent truth of their-statements. 


a ee AS one scores increase the subjegts apparently feel a stronger 


heed £6 answer the question p"according to. whom?" High and ' 
low Dogmatics employed substantially more speaker verifications 
(4, 69 and 4.53 respectively) than aid medium scorers (3. 36), 
All three groups were close ts the mean’ of one reference to 
general others per message. The reduction in the Poeuuenae 
of questions from the low (2.53) to medium (1.53) and high 
(1.48) ehonne veate to suggest*that highér scorers did not 
feel that they, could. rely on their audience foe pfoper responses 
, as, often as ould the low sania . 
| Interestingly, no group. “averaged more than .19 ‘docu- | 
mented references per composition. Put differently, hens 
was ‘at most one Gocumented reference in every five essays. 


Considering the fact that these essays were assigned over a 


. ) ‘ : i 19 e 


Sf 


4.dency to defend the status quo. In most~other cases they seem 


« 
riod of time tompermit research, it is safe to conclude that 


hY® group of BRUGES did not feel a strong need to document 


¢ 


their arguments” 


ra 


; ay ene 
Since Hart dtveovercd that "doctrine seems to affec& oral %. 
rhetoric ina generic way ,"9) we may be surprised that all sub- | 


jects appear reluctant to invoke specific others (either creeds 
» # . 


or ereat Ste others). This suggests either that doctrine, and 


7 * 


, Dogmatisn sia a tree that Woctelnetresboenat c persuaders 
adopt different etyviee for oral and written messages, or oth: 


In summary, we find that low Dogmatic subjects asked for 


-a large proportion of factuaa judgments, assertions, state 
4 


and qualifiers per claim. There.may also be non-significant 
‘tendencies for thém'to, seek modification of the status quo and 
to provide no. documentation. whatsoever. ° 


™, . 
Moderate Dogmatics employed significantly fewer qualifiers 


than their counterparts, and may have a non-significant ten- 


to resemble the high scorers more than the low scorers. 

High Dogmatic subjects are, perhaps surprisingly, charac-- 
terized by significantly fewen faethad judgments, assertions, 
and questions, and more qualifiers per claim than the other — | 
groups. They document, and invoke credible others more often 
than the other groups, but still very BeNe ays In other words, 
the high Degmatic Seems to ‘be characterized oe by what he 
says than by what he does not say. ‘The average: length of the 
high D message is five sentences shorter than the low group. 
Although there was no significant difference in sentence length 


Sete the groups, there may Be a spill-over to message length. 
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it, I believe it, and that settles i ae " 


19% . 
: ( 
The high D Person can make ‘his! point and satisfactorily sup- 


port it thee his Shancands) wh th less effort than his nter- 


parts, perhaps in part because his Truth is very simple. 


a Sinelne saquatnbanse of nine is fbnd of saying, "God said 


Til, Predictors of Dogmatism 
- 
ALthough’ significant, differences appeared between the 


three groups, it 1's not posatpis to, predict. D scores with: any . 


- 


degree of reliability. As Table #5 indicates, even the results 


‘of all 28 regressions collectively achieve only 23% accuracy. 


This is certainly -not worth the effort. (See Table #5). 


However, one ‘can improve his accuracy if he is only in- 


terested in predicting. wnether individual is high, medium 
e 


"or low Dogmatic. .Although-,.the results are nedawt at — we 


can improve on the 33.3% we, could get by chance. , When all the 
discriminant analyses are taken Sod iensi ety 186 correct pre- 
diction is made in 57.43% of the cases. * Although this is only 
significant at the .21 level, it is an increase of 24% over 
chance. ‘ , 


It is intriguing to compare these results. with those of 


Haiman and Duns.. Although: their unsystematic pr vediebion of 


‘ € 
high and’ low Dogmatism were significant at the .025 level (a 


tremendous improvement over our .21) 83% of their "predicted 
low" D subjects were eeunales high ius in this study, 
however, only 24.1% of the "predicted low" were high scorers.. 
In fact, if we delete the "medium Dogmatic" group (both pre- 


didted and actual) the 28 variables predict the correct cate-+ 


gory in 69.8% ofthe cases.. In other words, it seems that 


. el 


e 


*. 


‘ 


é' ee 


the level of accuracy and significance is greatly inflated 
when the medium, D category is omitted. This suggests that 
16 is péssible Q discriminate between high and low Dogmatism, 
but that medium Dogmatism may be a separate considexv@tion.° gat 
res bk Ee this is the case, we must re-examine all previous Dogmatism ge 
Stuaiess most of which studied only extremes while a 
"mid-range, scores. , 

Two of the ere proved more economical, although less 
helpful, than the whole range of varjables. Using Arnold's 
four judgmental categories we can predict the correct group 
in 44.59% of the cases (55.3% when "medium" is deleted). , But 

‘whet: a prediction is wrong, it is very wrong. Note’ in Table 
“#6 that this approach is virtually -unable to distinguish be-~ 
tween nin and low groups. Thus, the significance is a poor 

ok a (See Table #6). 

The logical ratios predict the correct category in ia 
41.89% of the cases (58: 1% with medium somitted) , ‘but with some- 
what greater consistency (probability = .33). a aveuecsen 
except for the "predicted high" category, this ienevaneut 

__ Seems to be a result of chance. ‘Whereas the judgmental ap- 

proach appears to géitble and miss,~-the logical ratios are most 

-cautious. Neither analytical tool can predict low Dogmatic 

scor@s accurately, but neither misses by anything close to 

Haiman and Pun's 83%. This tendency for orediched lows to: 

be high scorers is consistent with Haiman and D n's initial 

‘erage and again suggests that. the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale 

— may be a curvilinear measure of rhetorical comtlunicative be- 

a * haviors. , 22 - 
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IV. Characteristics of Authoritartanism 
ei - 


_Bince there is a significant correlation between the D 


Scale and ‘the California ‘F Scale, and since we have discovered . 


é } 


_ four significant coimundeatdte differences related to Dogmatism, 


é 


we might expect to obtain. similar results for the F Scale. ' 


Somewhat. surprisingly, this as not the case. 


id 


The four RL CLCABe differences in Dogmatic rhetoric - 


BR ESTE per Sratis factugl Judgment, assertions, and-ques- 


tions - all disappeared whe the subjects (N = 139) were di- — 
vided according to Authoritarianism. ‘The probability for \qua- 
lifiers soared from 025 té 530, factual judgments from .006 


to. .186, assertions frem .028 to .435, and questions from .042 


“to $145,, ‘Th none of these instances do the differences approach 


- the predictive category. (See Table #7) 


° 


statistical significance. { : aa 
Fupshermore, predictive Judements emerged as barely sig- 
nificant (F = 3.060 with 138 df, F probability = .049) - a 
drastic. improvement from the .688 level it attained for Dog- 

tism. wr ehoiieh it appears that low scorers seit mene pre-_ 
dictive judgments than either_high or medium scorers (5.59 as. _ 
compared \to 4.27 and 4.02), the Student-Newman-Keuls st was 


unable to distinguish significantly aifferent subsets within 


in short, it appears that in this particular study, Au- 
thoritarianism was unrelated ie phetemieaiewominieative 
behaviors. Thus, with respect to written communicative beha- 
vior, the area of correlation between F and D is less impor- , 


tant than their area of divergence. * 
23 
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. 


variables ‘4s only 18% - even worse than the 23% obtained for 


_ behavior. 


V. Predictors of Authoritarianism : 


“have little need to distinguish between high and low scorers! 


22° 
it: 


' The rgeressions and discrimant analyses support -the ap- 
parent lack of distinguishable rhetorical diffgrences attribu- 


~ 


able to Authoritarianisn. ae to accurately predict 
d 


an F Scale score from the su¥ject's rhetoric using all 28 


D scores. ea 

Furthermore, no discriminant analyses (except for all 
mianieey” could predict Regie nony better than aeanae: The ° 
typology of statements was the most aecurate (38. 31%), fol- 
lowed by the Judgments (37.84%), and the logical ratios (34.46%). 
Collectively, a variables*could correctly predict the group 
only 50.86% of the time (probability = .95 | 

In short, the data suggest that it is not possible to 
predict whether an inidividual is high, medium or low Authori- 
éanian on the basis of his written discourse. However, when *. 
the middle groups (both actual and predictég) are deleted from 
the analyses the predictive eneie inereades. The typology 


° 
of statements alone successfully di treventiates between high 


and low F in 60.0%@ef the cases, and all 28 variables collec’ : 
tively predict 74.3% of the cases. But since we already know 


that Authoritarianism generally has influence on behavior, we 


. 


. Although analyses such as these could enable us-to dis- 
inguish between conservative-authoritarian (high F) from li- 
beral Authoritarian (low F), the important differences are be- 


tween ‘the middle group and the extremes<” ‘Stage ou, panglvses en * 
a4 ao 


eae. OS 


-point out differences between bigh and low, and none petwean 
the middle and the extremes , it is likely that the differences 
are due to senetuine otiee than Authoritarianism. Thus it 
appears, from these analyses that Authoritarianism does not 


affect written commmnicative behavior. 


VI. Summary of Results 
= t 


Let us summarize by answering the three research ques- 
tions posed earlier in this study, then proceed to explore the 


implications of this study for research in Communicatioa and 
e i - = 


. 


Psychology. (See Table #8). 
As indicated in Table #8, the results of this study sug- 
gest that Dogmatism is reflected in an individual's use of 
factual fodonente:; tis assertions, questions and qualifiers 
per claim. Authoritarianism, om the other hand, is reflected 
only ‘sldghtly in the use of predictive judgments. Thus, dé- 
‘spite their high correlation tage significance = .001) ;Dog- 
matism and Authoritarianism seem to differentially affect the 


formulation of written messages. 


. 


Although it is not possible to reliably predict either 
Scores oP groups of scores on either scale from the subjects’ | 
written discourse using these particular anaiyfes, Dogmatism 
ésisbe preciened somewhat more accurately than Authoritarianism. 

But predict&ve sedans for both D and F increases Aas, 
ceably when the "medium" categories are omitted from the dis- 
criminant analyses. This suggests Ende both scales share the 
curvilinear tendency previously found in the F Seale, since 


the ends are different from the middle." It further suggests 
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significant. 
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that, although: we may be‘ able to distinguish SERS RED 

and low Dogmatism and Authoritarianism, we may nave: ehie *de- 

sire to do so. ane meaningful differences in both cases skem .. 

to be between those whage rane fall in tfte. mid-range (unex- 

plainedly) and tllose WHO cat an the extremes. . e 
Siackiy, - pppé a, from the analyses dBilductea that D 


é 


a different caaacnicesy. This supports 


the een of: both: the Kerlinger-Rokeach ang. Warr-Lee- 
wag 


Joreskog factor analyses. In this case, Dogmatism is reflected~ 
in nonnietieatr re Sharir while juthort tartanism Ls not. 


| SM Conciusions and Iriplications . 


es 


When. we combine the jeniien oF this atudy with those of 
previous research, we are led to the conclusion that-Dogmatism 
and Authoritanianism are related, but discriminable entities. 
“They repeatedly attain Significant correlations, Wut at least « 
three studies have discriminated between them = two by means : 


of factor analysis, and one rhetorically. Furthermore, we are 


oe 


inclined: to believe that the differences are communicatively 


we 
. 


- 


The results, indi®gte that Authoritarianisin is not re- 
fle¢tted in written discourse. Considered in light of the pre- 


viously cited work by Madden (as reinterpreted), this conclu- 


sion becomes quite compelling. The only differences between M 


the three groups (their use,of predictive judgments) was -not 


upheld by the Newman-Keuls.test. 


Furthermore, the research:on Authoritarianism as a re- 
nae 


\ 4 
ceiver variable is\ inconclusive. One study found. high scorers 


26 


measures anything at all (as, most will concede) the variable. 


to use more qualifiers per claim than do thé moderate-scorers--— 
: ep eee 2 x 


-to devalue the speaker in a -dissonant situation. He will be 


-25- te q y 
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sieaenbitie ‘es authority ineiiehon, while the other found low 
scorers susceptible to authority influence. But the high sco- 
rers in the second study were not differentially susceptible 
to high or low status scores, 3¢ | | 

In short, Authoritarianism does not appear to affect com- 


3 ae 
municative behavior in any consistent fashion. If the F Scale 


a6 measures seems. to be i idependent of. NE LEEED communicative 


behavior. . Pa 
AIVROUEH highly correlated, with Authoritarianisn, Dogma. 

tism does seem to be related to communicative behavior. ‘When’ 

persuading others the low scorer will Seek more re jude= 


ments, make more assertions, and. ask more questions ‘than the 


high scorer. “In addition, the high and low scorers both tend 


Furthermore,, previously cited studies present a profile 


of various aa ate competencies which appens related to , 


Dogmatism. Low scorers ‘ean hetter differentiate between, source 
f 


and. message than can high D scorers. The high D ape yeeust 4s 


more likely to be iifiuenoed by an subhont ative source and 


slower to recognize visual humor, slower to recognize or re- 


fein belief discrepant information and susceptible to openiong= 


ted Language. + 


a number qr 2 piers wlan Sean’ ways. The results of this 
: : . ou 


the general, conclusion that Dognatisn is a communicative vari— 


. , a 
Wiz : . ? 
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able while Authoritarianism-is not. .. 


If D and’F are distinct, but related concepts, we must 


Be ENA e dake Te UR mee rane eKn explore some new areas. 


I. Implicatigns for Psychological Hicaaah 


Psychologists must. begin to study all levels of Dogmatism 


= not just the SOM EHERs Whether they divide the SamD Le: ‘into 


Chi rds or quartiles, “tt is, ducepatige that they include all 

scores. Similarly, dividing a sample into halves can aniy: 

obscure some ofthe potential differences between subjects. . | ee 
The data from the Dogmatic, analyses sueenet that authoritarian 
behavior may: be inconsistent -- involving relationships -linear 

for some variables and curvilinear relationships for sbhane: 


' A second,’ related concern is' that psychologists should 


attempt 40 discover wi whether aes curvilinearity suggested by 


pets 


this investigation (as rer as the earlier, ‘study ‘by Becker) 


dis typical or atypical « of ‘behaviors affected by Pommatien and 


authoritarianism. 


Finally, psychologists 1 must duihowledes: the possibility 


‘ of Dogmatic oupvi linearity when interpreting previously re- 


ported research. . ‘Since most studies have ignored wae MOR Stans 


scores on both scales, they. have vated the issue. Statisti- aot 


ya 


cally significant "differences" may represent similarities in: 


a sea of empirical chaos. - 
% ‘ ws ‘ - a | . : 


Il. Implications for Communication. Research | "te ghee () 


This study was undertaken. in an attempt to find a method 


‘for: determining the D and F level of historically prontiient, 


individuals. Although we have not yet discovered such7a tool, 
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shepmembl abhag s 


.; 


oe oy , 


we have ites some progress. 


Research to date er te e can, and should, dis- 


card Authoritarianism as a rhetori¢gal construct in favor of 
Dogmatism. If we are satisfied with 4 40-50% prediction ac- 
curacy then we can procee to analyze written messages. But 


most ‘of us would prefer greater ACeREORY Certainly the re- 


‘sults obtained thus far Suggest that we can improve our ac- 


curacy inmoush further research. 


Three lines endeavor seem most worth sunaiines First ,. 


/* 
we need to explore the theoretical underpinnings of Dogmatism 


as. they relate/to ee behavior. Dale Leathers! 


work concernY¥Yng the rh¢toric of the American radical right is 


most helpfyl in this regard. -° His "Belief-Disbelief Systems: 


_ The Comm icative Vacuum of the Radical Right" is PERSE SULAT EY 


ji useful 3 More Backer of, this aoe BhonEe beculaeue us with a 


‘Along ‘wanda ties, Hert et alts deve lopme + Or "rhetori- 
cal sensitivity" may prove useful in as org the commu- 
nicative verifies associated with ‘authoritarianism. 3) 

A second borcniie of approach would be: to experidmentally 


manipulate messages to determine which thematic, logical and 


stylistic variables are ‘oeeterred by high, medium and low Dog- 
matic in ividuals. Specifically, Q-sort technique could be 
used to determine which. types of statements, or types of judg- 
ments dr ‘logical ratios are preferred by each group. This 


would help. us to understand which things such people would 


say, given a finite rangé of choice. 
ee. 2 4 6 . 
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Finally, we can immodestly recommend more studies like 
this one. This was an attempt to isolate ‘a fairly specific 
hetorical situation - a written message in an introductory 


unication course -. and to attack it with an arsenal of 


analytical weapons. We ea now proceed to refine the sample, 


‘the situation, the procedures, the message Cong. EAORS arid the 


f results. The body Of literature implied by all phase improve- | 
neaKs would probably be voluminous, but should enable us to” 

/ predict an individual's level of authori tarianian with some 
| accuracy, given his attempts at persuasion. *, 

We have raised a number of questions about the relation- 
ship between authoritarianism aig’ comffinication. 4 Hopefully, 
‘we have added to the Skodent ls of available’ answers. But ir 
the process we seem to have stumbled upon a number of compli- 
cating factors which need further research -. is Dogmatiem dif- 
“PaFehefFom Author ttartanism?-—Te~e1ther-related-to~communiea-———~— 
tive behavior? 


These aves eras are worth pirdudie, When we fail to 


learn. more of the ‘pelatiensht between authoritari ism-and 


communication, we ‘at least learn something about ne or the 


other of EDGR This partic tay study SUpESSTE that we can in- 


tuitively brand a pSrent. a high or low authoritarian from 

his discourse (as Haiman nd Duns observed), but that we have 
little systematic founda ion for making such predictions. ea 
this study is regarded as a beginning rather, than a culmina~.:" 
a tion of research eh S, we maybe able to progress toward 


Y the prediction of aut oritarianism from rhetorical’ discourse. 


we ; 4 801 : - . P 
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TABLE 1: DOGMATISM SCORE AND CHQICE OF TOPIC 


Count - 

Column per cent 

Row per cent ' Low Medium 
Total per cent Dogmatism Dogmatism 


SOCIAL 


OT ee 


eek 
PERSONAL 


* 


| RECREATIONAL 


' 


TOTAL COUNT” 47 is, AP 
-% : 
TOTAL PER CENT: 435 33.3 
. Fs & * 
9 can he! 


High, 
Dogmatism 


0 
~ 0 
0 
0 
0: 
0 
0 
0 
0 z 
0 
0 
0 


47 
S345 


ae: SEE (eee 


5.0 


141 / 


100%/ 
/ 
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Count 

Column per cent - 
Row per cent ~ Low /-\*Medium  — -High 
Total per cent - Dogmatism Dogmatism 


¢ 


DEFEND 


DESTROY 


MODIFY 


/ - PROPOSE 


TOTAL COUNT 47 47 47, 141 


TOTAL PER CENT 33.3 53-5 sano 100% 


TABLE 3: -DOGMATISM AND THE LOGICAL AND STYLISTIC VARIABLES 


oi? , “ 


hogioas Variables F “Ratio F becuabiidey: 


ee 
ec 
BACKING/WARRANT i, eo ae ee 
evr [om [oe [ae 
a ae. 
optaTifz rae 2* 
a 
| ceREDeT INE oe pA a 
Tipit vie 
Tree ne 7 Fon [af a 
ee 
ee aren eae 
[aecremnge [ae fw [oo 


QUESTIONS 3. 211 ae 042 ae 


sie pea, Significant results 33 . - 
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TABLE 4; DOGMATISM AND STATEMENT TYPES~ © > 


Low Medium 
Statement Dogmatic Rot Nae ic 


SPEAKER: 
VERIFIED 


GENERAL 
OTHERS 


SPECIFIC 
OTHERS 


DOCUMENTED 
OTHERS 


ewinrierersnnsenf ame QUESTIONS... 


TOTALS =, SOV2S BL 25.40 26.83 


TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF DOGNATISN encom 


en riesig apne 
Variable 


i: ~ADJUDTCATIVE/CENERAE ee a 


esr ea an aaa 
pa SO 
[ervarienennt 8 [ae [orf ao 
{825 139 017 001 


FACTUAL/SPECIFIC | .078 
PREDICTIVE/SPECIFIC Leh eae 008°, 
FACTUAL/ DOCUMENTED boos 084 


FACTUAL/GENERAL .435 189 | .003 


PREDICTIVE/GENERAL 442 
ADJUDLCATIVE/ QUESTIONS 


____- |" FACTUAL_ASSERTION Cee ee eae a ee 
5, nnn Ss ARCS Te a 


Pains | aro [zen | 04 | ane | 
[_quniarrens [wastes | s008 | = 095}. 
TC genase |= 
| Peper vere | en | anf at Te | 


ADJUDICATIVE/ SPEAKER 
VERIFIED , ~484 


SRL | es g OTS. | 
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7 TABLE 6: DOGMATISM PREDICTED BY JUDGMENTS 


Predicted Low Predicted Medium | Predicted High 
Dogmatic Dogmatic Dogmatic , 
i. 


19 
44.7% 


~~ 


Actual. 
Group 


Low # 
DOGMATIC 


MEDIUM 
DOGMATIC 


HIGH 
DOGMATIC 


Per Cent of Cases Grouped Correctly: 44.59% 
e . 

| a . . : | - 

aE a Oe : pia thtatmpeneeeyesitetiicoede ‘i siciaieaiesaperiis = p i‘ 


aati in aacieneon aeen ean ere a 7 
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2 TABLE 7; AUTHORILTARIANISM AND.THE LOGICAL AND 
STYLISTIC VARIABLES F 


i start E _ ‘ 
Logical Variables F Probability 


ee ae ae 
arene] se 
Mee a ee es a 
eee Bee eo ae 
REBUTTAL/ QUALIFIER EE ; 
ADJUDICATIVE aT 
a 


SENTENCE [SENTENCE LENGTH = 0.284 | 138 | 0.688 


aman vr [ sr fae] ase 
[svecirc ommis [ase [asf sig 
a 
San MRR BE 


** statistically significant results : 
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TABLE 8; SUMMARY OF RESULTS 


QUESTION AUTHORITARIANISM DOGMATISM 


mdeettweinnanaleeistecheaeeinn 5 


is What rhetorical 
behaviors, if any, 
characterize high, 
medium and low 
scorers on the F and 
D Scales? ) 


va Are any such 


differences suffi- 
cient to predict the 
writer's~score as 
high, medium or low 
F or D? 


3. Are any such dif- 
ferences sufficient to 


predict the writer's 


actual score on the F 


and D Scale? 


Preeti 


1, “Statistically 
Significant but 
unclear relation- 
ship between F 


and “predictive” . 


judgments. 


1. All variables = 
50. 86% (p =" 295) 6 
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2. Sak eneies = 
38.51% (p = .93). 


3. Judgments = ’” 
37.844 (p = .83). 


of 


No -- 18% accurate 
using all variables. 


Inverse reéla- 
tionship be- 
tween D and 
“factual™, 


Inverse rela- 
tionship be- 
tween D and. 

"asseztions", 


- Inverse rela-, 
tionship be- 
t.een D and 
"questions", 


Cur¥ilinear 
relationship 
between D and 
qualifiers 
per claim. 


All variables 
= 57.43%: 


wins (p-s—« 21 ) gin tcomnibinimateyasectie Ls 


Judgments = 
44.59% 
(p @ £63) osx 


Logical 
ratios = 
41.89% 

(ph = .33) 


No -- 23% -accurate 
using all variables. 
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